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Responses to Comments from the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District

13-1. The Santa Monica Mountains Zone is a designated exclusion area in the proposed GO.
Therefore, the GO would not be applicable to biosolids application projects in that
location, but  individual waste discharge requirements may be required as deemed
necessary by the RWQCB.  See Master Response 2 for more information about how the
proposed GO would affect existing programs.

13-2. The subject operation will not be permitted under the proposed GO.  The Santa Monica
Mountain Zone is exempt from  the proposed GO because it is designated as an area
requiring special consideration in the Public Resources Code.  However, the subject
operation should not be viewed as prohibited solely because it is in an area that is excluded
from coverage by the proposed GO.  The proposed GO excluded the Santa Monica
Mountain Zone and other similar areas because it is believed that the necessary special
consideration could not be adequately addressed.  Individual waste discharge requirements,
however, may be needed for these projects.  Also see Response to Comment 8-6.

13-3. The commenter writes about the already-operating land application program in the Santa
Monica Mountains Zone.  SWRCB staff recognizes that a well-managed reuse operation
can extend the useful life of an individual site.  It is also acknowledged that a long-term
soil management plan should consider application rates, uptake by plants, and soil
residuals.  The proposed GO is a program-level regulation and, as such, deals with
application rates and initial soil concentrations.  The small amounts of uptake or removal
are not considered at this program level.

13-4. The commenter criticizes the method for calculating the cumulative loading rate, as it only
considers metals that are native to soils or are imported with biosolids.  It fails to consider
any metals that may be removed from a site by crop harvest.

This is a potentially valid criticism of one aspect of the Part 503 regulations.  Because the
proposed GO adopts these, the commenter is critical of the cumulative loading limits of
the proposed GO.  The analysis also does not consider the potentially small fraction
removed as surface runoff, or with percolating groundwater, or possible additions with
fertilizer salts or manure.  Failure to consider these low-level losses makes the soil
cumulative loading estimates more conservative with respect to actual metals accumulation
following long-term biosolids application.  As a practical matter, it is likely that only a
relatively small portion of the total metals load applied to a land area is actually removed
by the harvested portions of the crop, or with the soil-water system in most agricultural
soils; a large proportion of the metals will remain bound to soil particles and will not be
very mobile in the soil environment for potential uptake by plants or loss in the hydrologic
cycle.
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Obtaining valid data for the portion of the metals load removed by the crop (or with water
discharge) would be difficult and potentially costly to determine, as the crop would need
to be statistically sampled and accurate records on yield obtained and reported.  The crop
may be more variable in terms of metals composition than the well-mixed biosolids.
Additions from fertilizers and losses in surface water runoff and through any groundwater
discharge would also have to be tracked and recorded if a comprehensive analysis is to be
made.

Cumulative loading calculations that consider all input, residual and export pathways
would be much more complex than is proposed in the proposed GO or  in the Part 503
regulations, and would approach completion of a sophisticated mass balance analysis.  This
would make the regulatory system more difficult to standardize and track results, and
evaluate, and much less user-friendly.

For the proposed GO to factor in metals removal by crops and other input and output
sources, the entire risk assessment completed by the EPA would have to be revised and
redone by the State and a new cumulative loading approach would have to be developed.
SWRCB staff feels the present approach provides an additional conservative safeguard to
the issue of the presence of metals in biosolids amended soils.

13-5. See Response to Comment 13-2.

13-6. Implementation of the proposed GO would not preclude the Las Virgenes Municipal Water
District from applying for an individual permit.  See Responses to Comments 8-6 and 13-2,
and Master Response 2. 

13-7. The commenter supports the proposed GO’s monitoring requirements and the continued
use of Class B biosolids.  No response is necessary.

13-8. Comment noted.  The text of the proposed GO, as found in Finding No. 1 of Appendix A,
is amended to read as follows: 

This General Order . . . discharges, but may not be appropriate for all sites
using biosolids due to particular site specific conditions or locations.  Such sites
are not precluded from being issued individual waste discharger requirements.
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